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Introduction 
 

The Eastern Hurricane Study Safety Audit conducted on the 4th and 5th of February 2008 

included the review of three routes which are discussed in three separate sections; 

 

• State Route 9 

• State Route 17 

• State Route 59 

 

The numerous recommendations are outlined in this document and categorized as General, 

Priority 1, Priority 2, or Priority 3 recommendations.  General recommendations discuss issues 

concerning the entire length of the facility.  Priority 1 recommendations are short term 

improvements which are anticipated to significantly increase the safety in the respective 

locations.  Priority 2 recommendations are medium-term improvements intended to improve 

upon safety measures already in place.  Priority 3 recommendations are typically long-term 

improvements intended to address large-scale geometric problems. 

 
The recommendations are provided in tables and include the mile post, waypoint, and 
description of each improvement.  The improvements are categorized by type and a typical 
photo is provided where available.  All of the photos taken during the field assessment are 
provided in the Appendix A. 
 

Accident histories were used to identify high incidents of crash locations, particularly those of a 

repetitive nature.  The histories are provided in Appendix B for the three roadways.  Each crash 

is assigned a severity based on the most severe injury in the vehicle(s)  based on the following 

criteria: 

 

• Severity 1 – Non-Injury 

• Severity 2 – Possible Injury 

• Severity 3 – Injury 

• Severity 4 – Incapacitating Injury 

• Severity 5 – Fatal 

 

Crashes with severities 3 through 4 are shown on the maps provided in this document. 

State Route 9 Recommendations MP 11-32.7 
 
State Route 9 is a two-lane rural highway that runs from Laverkin in the west to Springdale in 
the east.  A safety audit was completed on this facility on February 5, 2008.  Figure 1 provides a 
map of the west portion of the route with the level 3, 4, and 5 crashes and the waypoints of the 
recommended improvements.  Figure 2 shows the east potion of the route. 
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Crash History 

 

The crash history for SR-9 shows 114 crashes for 2002 to 2005 resulting in an average of 28.5 

crashes per year.  The average accident rate is 0.75 accidents per million vehicle miles which is 

less than the 1.46 expected value.  The severity index is an average of 2.00 which is higher 

than the expected index of 1.70.  A detailed crashed history for this roadway is provided in 

Appendix B. 

 

The most frequent accident type over the four year period was single vehicle collisions: a total of 

60 (53%) of the crashes only involved a single vehicle. The second most frequent accident type 

was rear end collisions which consist of 14 (12%) crashes.  The remaining crashes varied 

among 14 other accident types. 

 

From 2002 to 2005 25 crashes were run off the road crashes and 17 involved vehicles hitting 

animals. 

 

The distribution of severities over the four year period was: 

 

• Severity 1 Non-Injury:   61 

• Severity 2 Possible Injury:  15 

• Severity 3 Injury:   14 

• Severity 4 Incapacitating Injury: 23 

• Severity 5 Fatal   1 

 

Overall, the crash frequency is less than might be expected but is considerably higher in 

severity than expected on this type of roadway.  However, the improvements recommended in 

this document are anticipated to improve the accident rate and lessen the severity of the 

crashes.  
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General Recommendations 

 

General observations of the facility include: 

 

• Rumble strips are not present along much of the corridor.  Old style rumble strips are in 

other areas.  Shoulders throughout the corridor are approximately 2’ to 5' wide.  New 

standard rumble strips should be added. 

• Passing Sight Distance is a concern in areas where passing is permitted between Virgin 

and Rockville (MP 18-27); terrain and geometry of roadway seem to prohibit safe 

passing maneuvers.  There are a large number of head-on and passing-related 

collisions in this area.  The ideal solution would be to have a 4-lane roadway between 

Virgin and Rockville (MP 18-27). 

• Raised pavement markers would provide assistance to delineate roadway for last 6 

miles where there is winding road geometry. 

• There are many crashes between MP 27-33; geometry has sharp horizontal & vertical 

curves combined with numerous access points; it is likely that vehicles are traveling too 

fast for conditions and not being aware. 

Priority 1 Recommendations 

 
The clear zone discussed in Table 1 fails the meet width requirements and needs to be widened 
as well as have delineation improved. 
 
Table 1 SR-9 Priority 1 Clear Zone 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

12.82 801 
Clear zone needs to be widened, flattened; 
improve delineation – PHOTOS 19-21 

 

 
 
Table 2 provides the four cases where culverts end within the clear zone.  These culverts need 
to be extended in order to provide the needed clear zone width. 
 
Table 2 SR-9 Priority 1 Culvert Extensions 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

13.13 802 2 culvert ends need extensions 

20.00 814 Pipe culvert end needs extension for sufficient clear zone 

20.45 830 Existing culverts need to be extended 

23.25 829 Extend culvert for wider clear zone 
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Delineation was found to be a problem on five curves as discussed in Table 3.  The delineators 
on the curves need to be set at the appropriate spacing. 
 
Table 3 SR-9 Priority 1 Delineation 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

13.68 805 
Delineation on curve needs tighter spacing – 
PHOTO 23 

 

15.52 807 Delineation needs improvement on curve 

19.97 813 Delineation needs improvement on curve 

20.65 816 Delineation needs improvement on curve 

22.54 820 Delineation needs improvement on curve 

 
 
Guardrails at several locations need to be extended to meet the length of need.  Table 4 
provides a discussion of the specific locations and recommended improvements. 
 
Table 4 SR-9 Priority 1 Guardrail Extensions 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

15.31 806 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

 

16.42 808 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need – PHOTO 24 

17.49 809 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

20.29 815 Guardrail could be extended 200' south 

21.05 817 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

21.78 818 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

22.27 819 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

24.15 822 
Extend guardrail 200' south - insufficient length of 
need 

 
Warning signs were the most frequently needed improvement on this roadway.   The signs 

include chevrons, turning warning signs, and advisory speed warnings.  A ball bank turn 

indicator was used to determine the need for the particular signs and advisory speeds.  The 

location and description of the recommended signing improvements are provided in  

Table 5. 
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Table 5 SR-9 Priority 1 Warning Signs 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

13.22 803 Chevrons need to be added for both directions 

15.80 831 Advisory speed is needed for this curve; possibly 60 mph 

16.22 858 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

20.80 832 Add curve right warning sign for NB 

20.81 833 Add advisory speed for 50 mph for SB 

21.21 857 Add curve left warning sign for SB 

21.26 834 Add curve left warning sign for SB 

21.38 835 Add winding road left sign for NB (no advisory speed) 

22.11 856 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

22.49 836 Add winding road left warning sign for NB 

22.53 821 Add chevrons to curve - both directions 

22.57 855 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

22.91 854 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

23.68 837 Add curve right warning sign for NB 

23.81 853 Add curve left warning sign for SB 

24.09 838 Add curve left warning sign for NB 60 mph advisory speed 

24.41 852 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

24.77 839 Add curve right warning sign for NB 

25.08 851 Add curve left warning sign for SB 

25.38 840 Add curve left warning sign for NB 

25.70 849 Add curve right warning sign for SB 

25.99 841 Add curve left warning sign for NB 

26.32 848 Add curve left warning sign for SB w/60 mph adv speed 

26.78 842 Add curve left warning sign for NB 

29.22 825 Curve needs chevrons 

29.22 843 Change sign to turn sign left instead of curve left for NB 

29.41 847 Change sign to turn sign right instead of curve right for SB 

29.61 826 Add chevrons to curve - both directions 

29.65 846 Add reverse curve right for SB 

32.19 845 Pedestrian crossing signs do not meet current standards 
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Priority 2 Recommendations 

 
Two barriers were found to lack crash attenuators, as discussed in Table 6. 
 
Table 6 SR-9 Priority 2 Barrier Attenuators 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

18.28 811 Barrier end needs attenuator – PHOTO 26 

 

25.39 850 Add attenuators to barrier ends 

 
 

Priority 3 Recommendations 

 
Table 7 discusses a priority 3 clear zone problem which is anticipated to be expensive to 

improve. 

 
Table 7 SR-9 Priority 3 Clear Zone SR-9 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

13.55 804 Clear zone is impeded by rock ledges – PHOTO 22 

 
 

 

Geometry improvements are discussed in Table 8.  These improvements include the 

straightening of the road and the addition of a two-way-left-turn-lane (TWLTL). 

 
Table 8 SR-9 Priority 3 Geometry 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

27.47 828 Add TWLTL through town of Rockville 

28.34 824 
Geometry of road should be straightened; delineation needs improvement on these 
curves 
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The lack of adequate sight distance was an issue at several locations due to sag curves, crest 

curves, and other issues.  Table 9 provides a discussion of sight distance improvements. 

 
Table 9 SR-9 Priority 3 Sight Distance 

Mile 

post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

17.87 810 
Insufficient sight distance for left turns from 
driveway accesses; sag curve needs to be raised – 
PHOTO 25 

 

18.74 812 
Insufficient sight distance for turns from driveway 
accesses 

25.20 823 Insufficient passing sight distance in both directions 

31.48 827 
Crest curve needs to be flattened to provide 
stopping sight distance 

 

 

A box culvert was found to limit the clear zone to only 3 feet.  Table 10 provides a description 
and photo of the issue. 
 
Table 10 SR-9 Priority 3 Box Culvert 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

30.39 844 
Box culvert needs extension; clear zone is only 3' 
wide – PHOTOS 28-29 
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State Route 17 Recommendations MP 0-6.06 
 
State Route 17 is a two-lane rural highway that runs from Laverkin in the south to Toquerville in 
the north where it connects with I-15. A safety audit was completed on this facility on February 
4, 2008.  Figure 3 provides a map of the route with the level 3, 4, and 5 crashes and the 
waypoints of the recommended improvements. 
 

Crash History 

 

The crash history for SR-17 shows 40 crashes for 2002 to 2005 resulting in an average of 10 

crashes per year.  The average accident rate is 1.50 accidents per million vehicle miles which is 

slightly more than the 1.46 expected value.  The severity index is an average of 2.10 which is 

higher than the expected index of 1.70.  The average crash rate is pulled up significantly by the 

2003 rate which was 2.86.  The years of 2002, 2004, and 2005 all have a crash rate of 

approximately 1.05.  A detailed crashed history for this roadway is provided in Appendix B. 

 

The most frequent accident type over the four year period was single vehicle collisions: a total of 

30 (75%) of the crashes only involved a single vehicle. The remaining crashes varied among 6 

other accident types. 

 

From 2002 to 2005 17 crashes were run off the road crashes and 6 involved vehicles hitting 

animals. 

 

The distribution of severities over the four year period was: 

 

• Severity 1 Non-Injury:   18 

• Severity 2 Possible Injury:  10 

• Severity 3 Injury:   6 

• Severity 4 Incapacitating Injury: 5 

• Severity 5 Fatal   1 

 

Overall, the crash frequency and is higher than might be expected but is considerably higher in 
severity than expected on this type of roadway.  However, improvements recommended in this 
document are anticipated to improve the accident rate and lessen the severity of the crashes. 
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General Recommendations 

 

General observations of the facility include: 

 

• Narrow shoulders exist throughout the corridor.  Rumble Strips should be installed. 

Priority 1 Recommendations 

 
Guardrails at two locations need to be extended to meet the length of need.  Table 11 provides 
a discussion of the specific locations and recommended improvements. 
 
Table 11 SR-17 Priority 1 Guardrail Extensions 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

1.48 703 
Replace Texas turndown and extend guardrail; 
length of need is insufficient – PHOTO 8  
(Northbound) 

 

4.07 711 
Replace Texas turndown and extend guardrail 
south (Southbound) 

 
Warning signs were the most frequently needed improvement on this roadway.   The signs 
include chevrons, turning warning signs, and advisory speed warnings.  A ball bank turn 
indicator was used to determine the need for particular signs and the advisory speeds.  The 
location and description of the recommended signing improvements are provided in Table 12. 
 
Table 12 SR-17 Priority 1 Warning Signs 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

2.29 706 Add curve warning sign (Northbound) 

2.81 707 Add reduced speed ahead warning sign prior to speed limit drop to 40 mph 

3.79 714 Curve needs advisory speed; too fast for ball bank at 40 mph speed limit 

5.08 708 Add chevrons on curve, improve delineation 

5.11 713 
Reverse curves need advisory speed probably 50 mph; too fast for ball bank at 60 mph 

speed limit 

5.52 709 Add chevrons on curve, improve delineation 

4.17 710 Change advisory speed on curve to 30mph: 25 is excessively slow (Southbound) 
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Priority 2 Recommendations 

 
A barrier on a bridge was found in need of stabilization and is discussed in Table 13. 
 
Table 13 SR-17 Priority 2 Barrier Stablization 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

0.64 701 Barrier on NB approach to bridge is settling back – needs to be stabilized 

 
Widening the shoulder is recommended at this location to provide continuity and to match the 
existing shoulders as discussed in Table 14. 
 
Table 14 SR-17 Priority 2 Widening 

Mile 
Post 

Way- 
Point 

Description Typical Photo 

0.83 702 
Extend shoulder widening back to match existing 
widened shoulder ~ 200' – PHOTOS 6-7 
(Northbound) 

 

 
 

Priority 3 Recommendations 

 
Table 15 discusses priority 3 clear zone problems. 
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Table 15 SR-17 Priority 3 Clear Zone SR-9 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

1.83 705 
Telephone poles within the clear zone – PHOTOS 
9-10 (Northbound) 

 

2.29 706 
Clear zone needs flattening – PHOTOS 11-13 
(Northbound) 

2.17 712 Side slopes too steep – PHOTO 15 (Southbound) 

 

 

Geometry improvements are discussed in Table 16.  This improvement includes the addition of 

a two-way-left-turn-lane (TWLTL) and widening the pavement shoulders.  The interchange with 

I-15 also presents geometric issues; however, this is being addressed by another project. 

 
Table 16 SR-17 Priority 3 Geometry 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description Typical Photo 

2.81 707 
Add TWLTL in town, widen pavement shoulders – 
PHOTO 14 (Northbound) 

 
 

 

The lack of adequate sight distance was an issue at one location.  Table 17 provides a 

discussion of sight distance improvements. 

 
Table 17 SR-17 Priority 3 Sight Distance 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

1.65 704 Insufficient intersection sight distances for driveways (Northbound) 
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State Route 59 Recommendations MP 0-22.1 
 

State Route 59 is a rural two-lane facility that runs north/south from Hildale through Apple Valley 

to Hurricane.  A safety audit was completed on this facility on February 4, 2008.  Figure 4 

provides a map of the west portion of the route with the level 3, 4, and 5 crashes and the 

waypoints of the recommended improvements.  Figure 5 provides the map of the east portion of 

the route. 

 

Crash History 

 

The crash history for SR-59 shows 133 crashes for 2002 to 2005 resulting in an average of 33.3 

crashed per year.  The average accident rate is 1.76 which is higher than the 1.70 expected 

value.  The severity index is an average of 1.52 which again is slightly more than the expected 

index of 1.46.  A detailed crashed history for this roadway is provided in Appendix B. 

 

The most frequent accident type over the four year period was single vehicle collisions: a total of 

82 (62%) of the crashes only involved a single vehicle. The remaining crashes varied among 16 

other accident types. 

 

From 2002 to 2005 69 crashes were run off the road crashes and 6 involved vehicles hitting 

animals. 

 

The distribution of severities over the four year period was: 

 

• Severity 1 Non-Injury:   84 

• Severity 2 Possible Injury:  19 

• Severity 3 Injury:   14 

• Severity 4 Incapacitating Injury: 13 

• Severity 5 Fatal   3 

 

Overall, the crash frequency and severity are higher than might be expected on this type of 
roadway.  However, the improvements recommended in this document are anticipated to 
improve the accident rate and lessen the severity of the crashes. 
 

  



[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�
[�

[�

[�

634

633

632

631

630

629

615

614

613

612

611

610

609

608

607

606

605

604

603

602601

H u r r i c a n eH u r r i c a n e

A p p l e  V a l l e yA p p l e  V a l l e y

V i r g i nV i r g i n

HW
Y 5
9

H
W
Y
 5
9
 E

N SHEEP BRIDGE RD W

H
W
Y
 9

N MAIN ST

S MAIN ST

S
 A
P
P
LE
 V
A
LL
E
Y
 D
R
 E

S
 R
O
M
E
 W
A
Y
 E

E
 6
0
0
 S
T
 N

S CARTLAND
 DR E

S 100 ST W

S 60 ST E

E
 S
M
I T
H
S
O
N
IA
N
 W
A
Y
 S

E
 3
0
0
 S
T
 N

E
 2
0
0
 S
T
 N

E
 1
0
0
 S
T
 N

E
 4
8
0
 C
I R
 N

E
 P
IN
IO
N
 D
R
 SS CART

LAND D
R E

S ROME WAY E

�

Legend

State Highways

Other Roads

Streams

Municipalities

Crash Severity

[� 3 - Injury

[� 4 - Incapacitating Injury

[� 5 - Fatality

Safety Audit Priority

1

2

3

Figure 4 State Route 59 map with waypoints and crashes

(West Portion)One West Main, PO Box 377
American Fork, UT (801) 763-5100

1 inch equals 0.65 miles



[�

[�

[�

[�

[�

[�
[�

[�
[�

[�
[�

[�

[�

[�

[�[�

629

628

627

626

625

624

623

622

621

620

619

618

617

616

615

A p p l e  V a l l e yA p p l e  V a l l e y

H i l d a l eH i l d a l e

H i l d a l eH i l d a l e

HW
Y 5

9 E

H
W
Y
 5
9

W
 F
IE
L
D
 A
V
E
 N

W
 U
T
A
H
 A
V
E
 N

S
T
A
T
E
 S
T
 W

C
AN
AAN

 R
AN
C
H
 R
D

N ELM ST W

W
 U
Z
O
N
A
 A
V
E
 N

N MAPLE ST W

S PARADISE R
D E

S CANYON D
R E

N PINION ST W

N REDWOOD ST W

H
W
Y
 5
9
 S

N CARLING
 ST E

S 7900 ST E

E
 C
A
N
A
A
N
 W

A
Y
 S

N RICHARD ST
 W

N CENTRAL ST
 W

N M
AXW

ELL
 PKW

Y E

N LAURITZEN 
ST W

N MIDWAY ST

W
 U
T
A
H
 A
V
E
 N

�

Legend

State Highways

Other Roads

Streams

Municipalities

Safety Audit Priority

1

2

3

Crash Severity

[� 3 - Injury

[� 4 - Incapacitating Inury

[� 5 - Fatality

Figure 5 State Route 59 map with waypoints and crashes

(East Portion)One West Main, PO Box 377
American Fork, UT (801) 763-5100

1 inch equals 0.65 miles



Corridor Safety Assessment  SR-9/SR-17/SR-59 

Report of Findings  18 

General Recommendations 

 

General observations of the facility include: 

 

• No rumble strips are present along the corridor.  The roadway contains long, straight 

sections.  Shoulders need to be widened for the entire segment and rumble strips should 

be added. 

• Much of the existing guardrail between MP 22-20 is in good condition; no signs of hits 

are present; however, support behind posts is lacking. 

• Install dynamic speed feedback sign in NB direction on final decent before town. 

• Many of the signs along the route are in poor condition with low reflectivity.  Many signs 

have been shot-up or are otherwise damaged. 

Priority 1 Recommendations 

 
The clear zone, discussed in Table 18, fails to meet width requirements and needs to be 
widened or have barrier protection installed. 
 
Table 18 SR-59 Priority 1 Clear Zone 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

9.88 629 Clear zone needs widening or barrier protection (Northbound) 

 
 
Table 19 provides the five cases where culverts end within the clear zone.  These culverts need 
to be extended in order to provide the needed clear zone width. 
 
Table 19 SR-59 Priority 1 Culvert Extensions 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

1.34 626 
Culverts are within clear zone (multiple), need extensions and/or side slopes re-graded 
(Northbound) 

14.45 630 
Culverts are within clear zone (multiple), need extensions and/or side slopes re-graded 
(Northbound) 

1.85 622 Culver pinches clear zone (Southbound) 

11.10 614 Culver pinches clear zone (Southbound) 

15.44 611 Various holes/culverts within the clear zone (Southbound) 

 
 
An edge drop was found to be a problem at one location as discussed in Table 20. 
 
Table 20 SR-59 Priority 1 Edge Drop 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

16.46 610 4” edge drop (Southbound) 

 
 



Corridor Safety Assessment  SR-9/SR-17/SR-59 

Report of Findings  19 

Warning signs and striping changes were the most frequently needed improvement on this 
roadway.   The signs include chevrons, turning warning signs, and advisory speed warnings.  A 
ball bank turn indicator was used to determine the need for the particular signs and the advisory 
speeds.  Striping improvements include prohibiting passing. The location and description of the 
recommended signing and striping improvements are provided in Table 21. 
 
Table 21 SR-59 Priority 1 Warning Signs and Striping 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

0.75 625 
Prohibit passing in NB direction - insufficient sight distance for 1/2 mile to the North 
(Northbound) 

2.34 627 
No-passing zone should be extended further south for NB vehicles direction, 
insufficient sight distance; area with cluster of head-on collisions (Northbound) 

7.03 628 
Prohibit passing in NB direction - insufficient sight distance for 1/4 mile to the North 
(Northbound) 

17.41 631 
Add chevrons on outside of curve; clusters of ROR crashes in NB direction add 
winding road sign in NB direction prior to curves; CURVES NEED ADVISORY SPEED 
(65 MPH speed limit too fast for ball bank) (Northbound) 

18.8 632 
Evaluate allowing passing in NB direction; sufficient sight distance adjacent to climbing 
lane in SB direction (Northbound) 

20.85 633 
Runaway truck ramp has only 1 warning sign at 1 mile in advance; needs additional 
warning signing at 1/2 mile and 500 feet (Northbound) 

21.22 634 
Curves in NB direction needs advisory speed (40 mph speed limit too fast for ball 
bank) (Northbound) 

0.48 624 
Consider reducing speed limit through town; existing is 50 mph and there are a lot of 
conflicts, driveways, etc.; 50 mph SB should be moved back out to before town 
(Southbound) 

4.01 621 
Prohibit passing in SB direction - insufficient sight distance for 1/4 mile to the South 
(Southbound) 

7.19 619 
Prohibit passing in SB direction - insufficient sight distance for 1/2 mile to the South 
(Southbound) 

8.11 617 
Install intersection warning signs here; prohibit passing in SB direction - insufficient 
sight distance (Southbound) 

9.3 616 
Cluster of crashes on curve; install chevrons on curve; verify passing sight distance in 
EB direction (Southbound) 

10.42 615 Side road intersection needs advance warning (Southbound) 

12.18 613 Cluster of crashes on curve; install chevrons on curve (Southbound) 

13.42 612 
Insufficient passing sight distance for NB direction; no-pass zone needs to be 
extended 1/2 mile – PHOTO 4 (Southbound) 

 

  



Corridor Safety Assessment  SR-9/SR-17/SR-59 

Report of Findings  20 

Priority 2 Recommendations 

 
Widening of the facility is recommended a several locations to address the addition of passing 
lanes and narrow shoulders.  These issues are discussed in Table 22. 
 
Table 22 SR-59 Priority 2 Widening 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

16.83 609 
Passing lane dropped in SB direction; 1' shoulder width; 12' lanes; clear zone could be 
widened (Southbound) 

17.05 608 12'-15' of clear zone in SB direction; needs to be widened (Southbound) 

17.34 607 Passing lane added for SB direction (Southbound) 

17.83 606 
Passing lane in SB direction dropped, but should be extended an additional ½ mile 
(Southbound) 

19.52 605 
Passing lane added for SB direction; 12' lanes; 2' shoulders; side slopes are flatter and 
recoverable beginning here (Southbound) 

20.25 604 
Narrow pinch points with no existing clear zone (2:1 side slopes, 1' shoulder); very 
large hazards need protection (Southbound) 

21.95 603 
Narrow shoulders, (1' wide) 2-12' lanes; clear zone is 2'-3' wide at bottom of hill; 
guardrail existing higher up on hill.  Guardrail in decent condition; but has areas with 
no support behind posts – PHOTO 1 (Southbound) 

 

Priority 3 Recommendations 

 

Geometry improvements are discussed in Table 23.  These improvements include adding turn 

lanes and the addition of a two-way-left-turn-lane (TWLTL). 

 
Table 23 SR-59 Priority 3 Geometry 

Mile 

Post 

Way- 

Point 
Description 

0.64 623 Begin TWLTL here to MP 0.27 (Southbound) 

5.41 620 
Extend turning/passing lanes to south MP 4.5; numerous driveway/side road accesses 
through this area; many conflict points (Southbound) 

8.72 618 
Cluster of crashes at this intersection; add left & right turning lanes for this intersection 
(Southbound) 

22.02 601 
Consider adding turning lanes at intersection of 100 East/100 South (SR-59); turning 
traffic on SR-59 stops in through lanes with limited sight distance. Cluster of 
intersection-related crashes here – PHOTO 3 (Southbound) 

22.05 602 
Add turning lanes at intersection on Main Street/100 South (SR-59); heavy traffic use – 
PHOTO 2 (Southbound) 
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Summary and Conclusions 
 

Many of the crashes within this corridor appear to be related to driver behavior.  However, a 

number of improvements could be made to reduce the severity of the crashes on all three 

facilities discussed in this report. 

 

The three roadways all have recommended improvements.  Some common problems among 

the roadways are narrow shoulders, culvert ends in the clear zone, inadequate warning and 

advisory speed signs, curve delineation, short guardrails, lack of sight distance, and some 

geometric issues.  Rumble strips are recommended for all three roadways in addition to 

improvements addressing these issues listed above. 
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